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Court of Appeals of the District of Columbia 


No. 

District of Columbia, Plaintiff in Error, 


vs. 

ADELINE Padgett. 


1 


Municipal Court ot* the District of Columlna. 

No. 1()(),()0G. 

Madeline Padgett, Plaintiff, 


vs. 

District of Colitmbia, Defendant. 

United States of America, 

District of Columhio, ss: 

Be it remembered, That in the ]\runicipal (^ourt of the 
District of (Vilumhia, at the (^ity of AVashington, in said 
District, at the times hereinafter mentioned, the following** 
papers were tiled and proceedings had, in the above-entitled 
cause, to wit: 

2 Tn the Municipal ('Ourt of the District of (yolumhia. 

At Law. No. 1G(),()0(). 

^^ADELINE Padgett, Address: 2010 ‘U)” St. N. W., Plaintiff, 


vs. 

District of Columbia, Defendant. 

Particulars of Demand. 

Filed October 31, 1927. 

Balances of salary due plaintiff as teacher in the public 
schools in res])ect of the periods following’, pursuant to the 

l-480Ga 
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jirovisious of Act of Congress api)roved June 4, 1924, Arti¬ 
cle I, Class 1, (irouj) A, and Article IV: 

lVri<Kl of ItMi 


iiioiilhs. s4*lt4K>I Saljiry claiiiUHl in ttMi 

(>(|ual 



yt*ar. tan Hit;; 

iiumthly instalnuMits. pursiiuiit 

Salar.v 

Ualaiups 

.hiii4* .‘10, 

t4> nltove A4‘t 


Itaiil 

4‘laiiiu‘4l 

1 !»2r) 

Sec. 4, par. (c). 

. $1,;')()(). 




plus. 

100. 




Sec. 4, par. (d). 

. 




Sec. (), par. (tj) .... 

100. 




Total for vear. 

• 

$1,7()(». 

$l,(i(M). 

$10t». 

I ifjt; 

Hate of previous year 

$1,7()(». 

$i,(;oo. 



Sec. 7 . 

100. 

100. 



Total for vear 

• 

if 1 ,St to. 

$1,700. 

$100. 

1!»27 

Hate of previous y(*ar 

$1.800. 

$1,71K). 



Sec. 7. 

100. 

100. 



4’otal for vear . 

$1,900. 

$1,8(H». 

$100. 


Total ])rincipal claim 



$;!ot). 


Interest on inontlilv 

• 

hnliincos 

to .lunc 



;!(), 1927 . 



24.7.7 


Amount sued for. . . 



$.•124.77 


with inttM'cst on from .Juno iiO, lil27. 

PEKLLK, ()(!lLi5Y & LKSIl, 
By PAUL K. LESII, 

Altiirufiis fur I'laiiitiff. 











DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA VS. MADELINE PADGETT 




3 In the Municipal Court of the District of Columbia. 

At Law. No. 160,OOf). 

^Iadeline Padgett, Plaintiff, 

VS. 

District of Columbia, Defendant. 

Affidavit of Plaintiff', 


Filed October 31, 1927. 

District of Columbia, ss: 

Madeline Padgett, being first duly sworn, deposes and 
says that she is the plaintiff in the above entitled case, and 
has a just cause of action against the defendant, the Dis¬ 
trict of Columbia, upon the following grounds: 

Dej)onent was during the school year ending June 30, 
1924, a teacher in the public schools of the District of Co¬ 
lumbia, oil permanent tenure* in salary class 3, as the sal¬ 
aries of teachers are classified according to the Act of Con¬ 
gress approved June 20, 1906, and amendments thereto 
known as the Organic School Act, then in force. That de- 
])oneut thereafter continuously remained during the pe¬ 
riod herein mentioned a teacher in the said public schools, 
and has, since her original appointment therein, rendered 
satisfactorv service. 

That for the year ending June 30, 1924, deponent re¬ 
ceived a basic salary of $1,200, pursuant to said Organic 
Act as amended, and a bonus of $240, pursuant to the Acts 
of Congress applicable to teachers and many other civil 
employees of the government, plus one annual increase, for 
prior service, of $25, a total annual salary of $1,465. 

That during the fiscal year ending June .30,1925, deponent 
was duly assigned to Group A, Class 1, as the salaries of 
teachers are classified by the Act of Congress approved 
June 4, 1924. 

Deponent was paid during the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1925, as salary, the sum of $1,600, in ten monthly in- 
4 stalm(‘i)ts of $160 each, ])aid and payable the last 
days of September to June, inclusive; and during the 
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fiscal y(*ar eliding June JO, 192(), ^1^1,700, in like monthly in¬ 
stalments ot* $170.00 each; and during the fiscal year end¬ 
ing Jmu* JO, 1027, $1,S00, in like monthly instalments ot* 
$1J>0 each. 

Deponent is advised that her salary Tor the fiscal y(‘ar 
ending June JO, should have been the sum of $1,700., 

and for the fiscal year ending June JO, 1020, the sum of 
$1,800., and for the fiscal year ending June JO, 1!)27, the 
Slim of $1,000., each of said annual .salaries payable in tmi 
iMpial monthly instalments on the last days of the months 
of September to June, inclusive. 

That there is therefore due the ]daintitT iu respect of 
said periods of service the sum of $J00., with interest on 
said monthly instalments, the interest amounting to June 
J)0, 1027, to the .sum of $24.75. 

The basis of deponent’s claim is that said Act of 
June 4, 1024, directed in Article IV, Section 4, paragraphs 
(c) and (d), that for the year ending June JO, 1025, de- 
[lonent should receive the salary in the class to which 
she was assigned next above her then (June JO, 1024) 
})resent compeiLsation, that is, $1,500., and, in addition, for 
the year beginning July 1, 1024, one annual increasi* of 
salary of $100, and that she should be entitled to longevity 
])lacement as pi*ovided in section 0; and directed in said 
section (J, paragraph (()) that teachers such as the deponent 
assigned to class 1 and in the service on July 1, 1024, should 
reci‘iv(‘ longt‘vity increase according to their previous num- 
b(‘r of years of experience in like positions in accredited 
schools to which they held on July 1, 1024, with tin* ])ro- 
viso, however, that no teacher should so receive credit for 
more than four years of ex])erieuce; prior to the year end¬ 
ing June J(l, 1024, de])onent had one year of experience in 
teaching in positions in accredited schools like that which 
sin* held on July 1, 1024; deponent is advised that the one 
annual increase directed by Article TV, Section 4, Para- 
graj)}i (c), to be received by her, was in res])ect of the year 
of experience ending June JO, 1024, and de])onent was 
5 thereby entitled to at least one additional increase 
of $100; making a total of $1,700. for the year begin¬ 
ning July 1, 1024, and ending June JO, 1025. 

The further basis of deponent’s claim is that it was pro¬ 
vided in Article V, Section 7, that teachers such as de- 
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])()noiit should receive an mud increases of $100 on duly 1, 
1025, and thereafter anmially without action of the Board 
of Kdncation. 

Wherefore the de])onent claims there is due to her from 
th(‘ District of Dolnmhia the sum of Three hnndred twenty- 
four dollars and Seventy-five Cents ($824.75), with interest 
on Three hnndred dollars ($800.00) from June 80, 1027, 
exclusive of all set-offs and just grounds of defense. 

MADF.LIXK PAD(Jhyn\ 


Snhscrihed and sworn to before me this 8th day of Octo- 
hei*, ltt27. 

(.Votary seal.) 1C S. IIAHHIXGTOX, 

Not aril Piihlic for the 
District of Cotuiiihia. 


t; 


Afirccd Statement of Facts. 


It is hereby agreed between the parties hereto, through 
their respective counsel, that the above entitled cause 
shall be tried and judgment rendered on the facts here¬ 
inafter set out, an affidavit on the part of the defendant 
being waived. 

The plaintiff herein was apjiointed a teacher in the pub¬ 
lic schools of the District of Columbia on September 1, 
1022, and thereafter continnonslv served as such teacher 
in the salary classes, for the ]>eriods of time, and at the 
salai‘i(‘s, and was given increases and allowances, as set 
out in the following schedule: 


Appointed probationary 

teacher, class 2. 

Permanent teacher, 

class 2. 

Pi’omoted to class 8 . . . 
Pi*omoted to class 1A . . . 

class lA . . . . 
Transferred class lA . . . 




Basic 


I.oll- 

• 


Salary 

PtOIIUS 

^cvily 

0-1-22- 

-6-80-28 

$1200 

240 

. . . 

0-1-28- 

-1-81-24 

1200 

240 

25 

2-1-24- 

-6-80-24 

1200 

240 

25 

0-1-24- 

-6-80-25 

1400 

. 

200 

0-1-25- 

-6-80-26 

1400 


800 

0-1-26- 

-6-80-27 

1400 


400 


She was a teacher on permanent tenure on June 80, 
1024, in Salary Class 8, receiving a salary of $1465 per 
year; that for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1025, she 
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was paiil a tf»tal .'<alai*v of 'oinputcd by ^ivin’jj licr 

$1500, the salary next hii^lier than her former one, and 
adding $100, and that sin* has Ikhmi niven an in(*reas(‘ of 
$100 each succeeding year. That teachers are paid in ten 
monthly instalments from Sej)temher to the following June, 
])oth inclusive. 

The positions she held on June .‘>0, 1024, and thenOofore, 
were positions in accredited schools like that which she 
held on duly 1, 1024, and thereafter. 

That the claim of the ])laintitT has not been passed upon, 
on the merits, by the Comjdroller (ieneral, that official tak¬ 
ing the ])Osition that claims for salaries higlier than those 
paid by the administrative officials must be made, if at 
all, by suit against the District of Columbia, and 
7 that his office is not concerned with such claims un¬ 
less the oj>inion of his office should be requested by 
the administrative officials and the school authorities de¬ 
clined to ask an opinion of the Comptroller Cleneral upon 
the (juestion urged by the claimants having tliis class of 
cases. 


That the estimates transmitted to Congress for the pay¬ 
ment of teachers, including the ]daintifr, liave not included 
sums to pay the plaintiff in accordance with her claim 
made her(‘in. and appropriations were made only sufficient 
in amount, a])])arently, to covm* said estimate's; tlu're re¬ 
maim'd nndisbnrsc'd, how(‘V(‘r, of the appropriations for 
salari<*s of tesichers for the fiscal years ending June 50, 
1025, 1!>2(;, $5!),720.S2: 1027, ji^l 47,002.5!). 

That tli(‘ oHicial plants (»f h(‘arings be'fore the (N)mmitl<M'< 
of (Vingre'ss and th(‘ reports on the bill whicli was enacted 
as to th(‘ salary act of dnm* 4, 1!)24, and tlu' several official 
prints of that bill made dniang its pe'mh'iicy, may be consid¬ 
ered in (‘vidence, and such (‘xtracts thei’efrom as mav be 

relied on bv connse'l mav be calk'd to the att(*ntion of this 
• • 

(5>nrt and any appe'llate' court, with like effect as though 
set out at lai’gi' in this sti])nlation. 

That the agreements in this stipulation made* to tlie 
effect that certain facts are true shall not be considered as 
a (‘oncession on the part of either the plaintiff or the de¬ 
fendant that the facts so agreed upon are relevant or 
material to the solution of the controversv herein. 
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It is flirtI km’ agreed tliat if the plaintiff has been cor¬ 
rectly ])aid under the said act of Congress, the judgment 
herein is to he for the defendant; if not, and her salary 
should have been as set out in her declaration and affidavit, 
the judgment is to he for the plaintitf for the sum of 
$.‘124.7'), with interest on $800.00 from June 30, 1927; that 
if some other amount in excess of the amount ])aid to the 
plaintitT is found by the Court to he the amount that should 
have been ])aid her as salary, the amount of the judgment 
foi* the plaintitf shall he such excess as shall be found by 
the Court. 


S 


IM^IKLLK, (HJILBY & LKSH. 

By PAUL K. LKSII, 

Attorneys for Plaintiff, 
W. W. BKIDP], 

F. II. STFPIIFXS, 

Attorneys for Defendant. 


Judynient. 

July 20, 1928. :\Iin. 34, Page 454. 

It a])])earing under Rule of Court that judgment on 
tinding in this cause should he entered, it is so ordered. 
Wherefore, it is considered that the plaintitf recover of the 
defendant the sum of Three Hundred Twentv P\)ur l)ol- 
lars and Sevcnty-P^ive Cents, ($324.75), with interest on 
$300.00 from June 30th, 1927, and costs, and have execu¬ 
tion thereof. 


9 In the Municipal (\)urt of the District of (\)lumbia. 

At Law. No. 100,000. 

Madeline Padgett, Plaintitf, 


vs. 

District of Columbia, Defendant. 

Bill of Exceptions. 

Be it lememhered, That the above entitled cause came 
on for hearing A])ril 13, 1928, in the Municipal Court of 
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the District of Columliia lioforc the TToiiorahlo James A. 
(V)l)h^ jiid^e of the said Municipal Court, upon an a^^reed 
statement of facts and certain oflRcial ]>rints whicli Avere 
otTered in evidence on belialf of tlie defendant and read, 
in |)art, to the Court, to wit— 

1. “Hearinirs liefore tlie snh-committee of the committee 

on tlie District of Columbia House of Kepreseiitatives 
Sixtv-Hi^hth Con.nress First Session on II. H. (ioTti and II. 
H. ‘‘March 1 and 3, 1924.’’ 

2. A print of II. K. (1721 as reported May 12, 1924, in 
the Senate which becanu* the Act of dune 4, 1924. 

3. House of Representatives Report Xo. 302 of the com¬ 
mittee on the District of Columbia of March 14, 1924, “to 
accompany H. R. 0721," to the House of Re])resentativ(‘s. 

4. Senate Report Xo. 321 of the committee on the District 
of (’olumbia of May 12, 1924, “to accom])any 11. R. (>721’’ 

to the Senate. 

10 A print of said hearin.^: (Print Xo. 1 above) in 

full and prints of said bill and re]>orts (Prints Xos. 
2, 3 and 4 above), from which hav(‘ betm deleted imma- 
t(*rial portions thereof not relied on by either ])arty, are 
attached to the case of Marian A. Xewman versus District 
of Columbia, Xo. A 4338 and made parts of this bill of 
exceptions. 

There was no other evidence. 

After armmuMit bv counsel and consideration bv the 
(\)UiM, it was adjudued that the plaintiff recover of th(‘ 
d(‘f(‘ndant tin* sum of .^^324.73 with inter(‘st on $300.00 from 
June 30, l‘)27, and (*osts, to which rulin,t»- and jud^nnent an 
(‘X(*eption was duly taken by the defendant and allowed by 
tin* Court, ainl notice ,i*iv(*n of int(‘ntion to ap])ly to the 
Court of Appeals for a writ of error to review the pro- 
c(*edim's lu'rein. 


(iiv(*n under my hand and seal, now for then, this 24th 
dav of Julv, 1928. 

JA.MFS A. C()DP>. 

3'rue co]>v, test: 

DLAXCHF XFFF, 

Clerk, 
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Mchiorainlunt of the ('oHrt\^ Findiitp. 


'i'lu* Taels in tlio a))ov(‘ (Mititlod cases arc a^irrood by stipu¬ 
lation oT counsel. 

'rh(‘ (juestion in these cas(‘s to my mind is not dependent 
Tor its solution on what was understood hy the Sn])erin- 
ttmdent oT Schools, oi* hy the school teachers, hut upon what 
the intention oT (\)n,t>ress was, which intention must he 
liathered Trom the lan,i>na,i»e oT the statute itselT. I am 
mindTnl oT the Tact that, wh(‘r(‘ there is doubt and seeminii^ 
conflict, iH‘sort may he had to the hearings heTore (\)n<!:ress 
as W(‘ll as tlie d(‘hates that took place hy the members oT 
(\)n|i»ress, in ordei* to asceiiain th(‘ true meanini>: oT tlie 
Act. Knt aTt(‘]* all, as a))ove stated, the Act itselT, where 
the m(‘anin<*- can he uatlu'red Trom its lanj*nai‘’e, is the true 
iiiiide. 

It is a Tamiliai* rnl(‘ oT law that, wliere there are several 
.s(‘ctions oT an A(*t, that all must h(‘ i**iven Tull Torce and 
(‘TT(*ct, nidess th(‘y an* absolutely irreconcilable, and it* so, 
tin* whole Act mav lx* seai’(*hed to ascertain the true intent 
and meanin.u' oT the k\i>islalivi‘ body that cast it into law. 
Ap])lyino- the above* rule oT construction, it seems to me, 
tliat Tull Torci* and (*TT(*ct can lx* .i*iven to both sections four 
and six oT tin* Act, which are* e*ntii‘e*ly com])atihle aiiel har¬ 
monious with tin* iid(*nl and i)n]*]X)S(* oT (V)n^ress. 

'rhe*se* se*e*lions, that is tin* ie'le*vant ]x)rtions the*re*oT, are* 
de*si,i;nate*el as follows:—Ai’ticle* IV, se*e*tion 4, pai*a!L*’]*aphs 
(e*) and (d) ; and Se‘e*lion fi, para,ui*a))h ((j). 

.Xi'ficle* I\", Se‘e*tion 4, e'ov(‘rs the* m(*thexl oT assi.jj:nm(*nt 
of e*mploye*e*s to salarie*s Ten* the* ye*ai’ endiniu: dune* .‘lOth, 
IJI-o. This se*e*tion pi*ovide*s that the* te*ae*hers assi,i**ne*el to 
the* u’ron])s aiiel classes he*re* involve*el shall receive* the salary 
in a class or .i*]‘e)np nnele*i’ the present law, which is ne*xt 
hi,i*‘he*i* than the*ii* salaries on June* MOth, 1924, nneler the 
Act of 1!M)(), aiiel re*e*eive* in adelition eine annual increase e)T 
.+ 100 . 

12 Artie'le* IV, S(*e*tion 0, is imt only a e'are*Tnl transTe*r 

of te‘ae*he*rs Tre)m classitie*atie)ns nnel(*r the old law e)T 
190() to the* salaries aiiel .ureinjis jireivieleel Ten* in the pre*se*nt 
Act, hut alse) fixes the lon.i»evity increase of teachers ae*e*oi*d- 
in^ to their previous nnm])er e)T years of exj)erience in 
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in like positions in ;i(*( i ditcil scliools. It nlso 
provided Hint ♦ * * “X(» t(‘a(*her or other emtiloyi'e 

slinll he ])ln(*(Ml in the snlni’v sohcdnle for more tlian tlie 
fourth yi'ar of (‘Xpm'ienco in classes 1, (Iroup A, 4." 

For further (‘nliuhtmiincnt as to the const met ion of the 
two sections involv(*d Ikuhl ]*(‘sort may h(‘ had to S(‘(*tion 4, 
[>ara,i*‘ra]>h (d), whicli j)rovides as follows:— 

“That t(‘ach(‘rs and other (‘mploviu's assiuned to classes 
1, 2, M, and 4, in tin* for(*i»()iniL»‘ sclu'duh* shall lu* entith‘d to 
lonsrevity ])lacc‘m(‘nt as provided in S(*ction 6*." 

It would s(‘(‘m to h(‘ manifest from tin* afor(\i*()ini^ that 
Section (5 is to i»-overn in r(\uard to lon.i»evity ])lac(‘m(‘nt, and 
tliat it is mandatoi'v upon tin* Hoard of Fjducation to tix the 
loni*evitv inensase* of tin* t(*achers' salari(*s accordini; to tin* 
])rovisions of tin* s(*ction, i*(*iiardless of the seemiiii*- in(*(pii- 
ti(*s of tin* t(‘acln‘i*s' tinn* of sei’vict*, ])i'ovi(led that no 
teacln*r he tln*rehy plac(*d in tin* salary sclnalule for mon* 
than tin* foui'th y<‘ar of (*xp(*i*i(*nc(* in tin* class(*s heretofore 
desin-nat(*d. 

Tln*r(*fo]’e. tin* Court is of tin* opinion that the salaiM<‘s 
of tln*s(* t(*acln*i*s ('an he* asc(*rtain(*d hy apiilyino- S(*ction 4 
to all of tln*nL if tln*y w(*]-(* all in the s(*rvice of tin* schools 
on .linn* doth, 1024, and hy applyini** S(*ction (> to such of 
tln‘m as w(*]-(* (*ntith*d to loni*«*vity ci'edit for service ])rior 

to the vear (*ndin<*- .Tune .‘lOth, l!t24. Fiai'h individual (*as(* 

• 

will h(* work<*d out in accordanci* with this fmdin.u:. 

'Pin* (*ntry of jud.iinn*nt her(*in will Ik* ln*ld up p(*ndin.v: 
such tinn* as will lu‘ conv(*ni(‘nt for counsel to make* tin* 
prop(*r a])plicalion for a wi'it of eri'oi-. 

.lAMFS A. (d)BB, 

./ udffc. 

.Inin* Ihtli, 1028. 


Id Assifnnncnf of lArnrs. 

Filed .July 24, 1028. 

Xow comes tin* District of Folumhia. hv its counsel, and 
assii»:ns for error,— 

1. The action of the (\)urt in entering judi>:meiit for the 
plaintitT herein. 
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‘J. Till* ruling;’ of lli(‘ uiiM lioldiii^ that tlie plaintiff was 
('iititlod to loni>ovity ])ay, in addition to the salary which 
had lu*(‘n paid to the plaintiff by the defendant. 

AV. W. BHIDK, 

F. II. STFPHKNS, 

Attonivifs for Defendant. 

Servi(‘i‘ acknowlecfuiul: 

TAUL F. l.FSII, 

Attinneif for Dlainfi/f, 


Desiffnation of Ueeord. 

Filed dnly ‘Jo, lt)2S. 

'riu‘ Fh‘rk of llu‘ court will ])leas(' ])re])are a transcri])t 
of lh(‘ r(‘(‘ord in the abov(‘ (Mitith'd cause, for the (^)nrt of 
App(‘als, consistiniL** of,— 

1. 'rh(‘ alhdavit and hill of ])ai‘ticnlars. 

The a.tireed statement of facts. 

.‘>. The jndi»ment and a])])eal. 

4. 'fhe hill of exce])tions. 
f). ()])inion of dnd,i>e Oohh. 

(). Th(‘ assiiiinmmt of (M*i*ors. 

7. This (h‘sii»-nation. 

W. W. HR IDF, 

F. II. STFFIIFXS, 

Atlnnoifs for Defendant. 

14 Filed did. ‘Jd, Mnnicijial (Vnirt, District of 

(%)lnnihia. 


Fxitki) Si'atks of Amkijkw, ,s‘s; 

'rh(‘ Fi’csidimt of the United States to tin* Honorable dames 
A. (\)hh, dn(f<;e of the Municipal Court of the District of 
(Ndnmhia, (ii’cet in^t*-: 

Bei'anse in the record and ])roceedin<i:s, as also in the ren¬ 
dition of the judgment of a plea which is in the said Alnnic- 
ipal Court, before yon, between Madeline Padgett, Plain¬ 
tiff, and District of Columbia, Defendant, No. 160006, a 
manifest error hath happened, to the great damage of the 
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snid I)(‘r<‘ii(lan1, as l)y its (‘(jniph ’.'l appears. AVe l>eiu^ 
willini:: that ei'ror, it' aiiv hath been, should he dulv eor- 
7*e(*t(‘(h aud full and sp(‘edy justiee done to the parties afore¬ 
said ill this lH*half, do eonuuand you, if jud.uiueut lx* tluu'eiu 
i*iv(‘U, that then, under your seal, distiuetly aud opiuily, 
you send tin* nH'oi'd and ])roe(‘(‘din,iis afor(‘said, with all 
things eone(‘rniuu- th(‘ sanii*, to tlu* Court of A])])(‘als of tin* 
Distriet of Coluiuhia, tou(‘th(‘r with this writ, so that you 
]iav(‘ thi‘ sauu‘ in th(‘ said Court of Ap])i‘als, at Washiniitou, 
within 20 days from the* scMtlin^- of the* hill of (‘Xe(‘])tions, or 
within such additional tiim* aftcu* th(‘ ex])iration of the 2(t 
days as tin* court lH‘h>w or a jud.iii* tluuHx)!' for sullicient 
caus(* shall allow: that the r(‘(*oi-d and ])roct‘(‘diniiS afoi'(‘- 
said lH‘in,u' inspixMed, tin* said (N>urt of Ap])t‘als may (*aus(‘ 
furtluu* to h(‘ d<>n(‘ th(‘rein to conu'ct that (‘rror, what of 
riii'ht and ac'cordinu- to th(‘ laws and customs of the United 
States should he done. 

AVitiU'ss tin* llonorahh* 1^. Martin, (Miicd* Justict‘ 

of th(‘ said Court of .\ppeals, th(‘ — day of-, in th(‘ y(‘ar 

of our Lord om* thousand nim* hundn'd and twentv-iMuht. 

[Seal i'ourt of .\])p(‘als. District of (^)lumhia.| 

IIKXHV W. IIOIKJKS, 

C/c/7,' of fhr Co///7 o/' Jp/H’dls 

of flic Pisfrirf of Co!Hnihid. 

A1 lowed hy-, 

./Hsf Hr of I hr ('on rf of , I iijirnfs 

(tf fhr fCisfrtrf of ('olninhid. 


lo Municipal Court of tin* District of (N»lumhia. 

rxi rKo Stapes ok .\mi:i;ic’a, 

Pisfrlt f of Cohnnhid, ss: 

I, Ihanchc XelT. Chu'k of tin* .Munii'ipal Court of the Dis¬ 
trict of Columhia, hcr(*hy c(‘rtify th(‘ foreu'oini*’ pa.i*(‘s, num- 
h(*r(‘d from 1 to lo, both iiK'lusive, to he* a triu‘ and cornx't 
transcri])t of tlu‘ r(‘cord, accordiiii;' to dinx'tion of counsel 
hen‘in tih'd, copy of which is made* pai*t of this transcri]>t 
in Cause, At Law, Xo. KiODOti, wher(‘in Madeline Dadirett, 
is Plaintiff, and District of Columhia, is defendant, as tlie 
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same tliat remains u|).>n llu‘ files and of record in said 
Court. 

In teslimonv w]i(*renf, 1 InnuMinlo '^nl)S(*rilK‘ mv name and 
aflix tile seal of said (Nnirt, a1 tli(‘ (/ity of Wasliini*ton, in 
said District, this lOth day of An,i»ns1, 19‘28. 

I Seal Mnniei])al (\>nrl of the District of C^olnmbia.] 

BLANCHE NEFF, 

Clerk. 

Endorsed on cover: District of Colnmhia Municipal 
Court. No. 48()t). District of Colnmhia, ])laintiff in error, 
vs. Madeline Ihulgett. (Vnirt of A])])eals, District of Co¬ 
lnmhia. Filed Alii**. 10, 10:28. Henry ^V. nod.i*es, clerk. 
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